Abstract: The paper offers a study of the contributions of Nicolas Sarkozy and Gordon Brown to a dominant culturalist discourse on identity in Europe. In recent years, issues about immigration and integration have been central across the European community, concurrent with a general feeling of cultural insecurity. In this paper, I argue that mainstream political discourse has shifted from common sense nationalism into an even more ambiguous discourse by also taking over aspects of national-populism. The aim of the paper is consequently to show that common sense representations of nationalism tend to go beyond 'banal nationalism'. I suggest how a culturalist shift has occurred in their more overt use of nationalist representations. Thus, despite the formal aim to render a new social cohesion, the cultural references inherent to nationalism seem to generate an exclusionary imaginary, which not only allows the reproduction of nationalism but also promotes forms of exclusions, which foster introverted assertions of identities.
This evolution has triggered comments on how European societies have become more attuned to traditionally right-wing ideas (the extreme right-wing vote has also been regularly on the increase since the 1980's) and that there has been a more general shift towards conservative ideas, which the French phrase "droitisation des esprits" suggests. All these events may have on various degrees influenced a general feeling of insecurity.
In this context, the main political themes that have gained audience -in relation also to many enacted policies -are the increased securitisation (of terrorist threats for example), defensive identity politics centred on national identity and tougher immigration laws. 4 This is striking in Britain and France, where national identity has become one of the key themes in the programmes of most liberal parties. It is not the aim of the paper to assess the policies concerning those issues but rather the discourse(s) that have The research perspective is concerned with the extent to which the promotion of a national identity can provide the French and British societies with a "newfound" bond, or whether it falls back to the promotion of traditional, exclusive nationalism. The paper focuses on recent variations in political discourses and as such is localised. The Reproduction of Nationalism
Defining and Categorising Nationalism
Nationalism is believed to have a very strong rallying power at the same time as it traditionally evokes a particularly exclusive imaginary (e.g. Anderson 1983) . What is more intriguing and relevant for the present paper is, however, how nationalism comes to be reproduced. Examining this would demand a different approach, although an element of an answer could precisely be in its rallying or mobilizing power (Calhoun 2007).
In Banal Nationalism, Michael Billig sets himself the task of deciphering the "ideological means by which nation-states are reproduced", that is precisely through what he has termed 'banal nationalism':
"To stretch the term 'nationalism' indiscriminately would invite confusion […] . For this reason, the term banal nationalism is introduced to cover the ideological habits which enable the established nations of the West to be reproduced.
[…] Daily, the nation is indicated, or 'flagged', in the lives of its citizenry. Nationalism, far from being an intermittent mood in established nation-states, is the endemic condition." (Billig 1995:6, emphasis in original)
The confusion that an indiscriminate use of the word 'nationalism' may induce is brought about precisely by banal nationalism. In the common use of the term, Billig points out, nationalism refers to a marginal phenomenon, "[i]t always seems to locate nationalism on the periphery." In the case of Britain and France, extreme right parties or regional separatists for instance are traditionally at the margins, be it geographically (separatist movements linked to Bretagne, the Basque country, Corsica, Scotland, Wales or Northern Ireland) or ideologically on the extreme of the political spectrum (the far right, the Front National or FN, the British National Party or BNP or the UK Independence Party or UKIP). One could argue that their often self-declared nationalism is precisely a means to render their ideological stances "banal". But more significantly, this tells us about the relationship mainstream nationalism establishes with the 'margins': pointing a finger at the nationalism of "others" is part of what makes "ours" unnoticed, and hence banal (Billig 1995:5) . In consequence, it is easier to define "their" nationalism as precisely nationalism instead of "ours". In this sense, the accepted popular use of nationalism stands for a reactionary, racist and xenophobic political agenda, usually associated with far-right political groups. Billig describes this perception of nationalism as "hot" in contrast with the unnoticed "banal" form(s) (Billig 1995:43-46).
From an academic perspective, there has been a very large number of inquiries into defining different types of nationalism. 6 One of the most prominent and traditional categorisations of nationalism is the civic versus ethnic forms of nationalism. But as it traditionally categorises western nationalism in contrast to eastern nationalism, especially from a historical perspective, it has been criticised for its limited use in the more recent studies on the characteristics of nationalism (Calhoun 1997; Nikolas 1999). One important aspect of academic studies on nationalism in which it opposes the popular use of the term is that the categorisation tends (even if only suggesting it) to present nationalism as an all-pervasive ideology. But in most cases the characterisation supposes a differentiation between "good" and "bad" nationalism, e.g. "our" civic nationalism and "their" ethnic adaptation (Billig 1995; Calhoun 1997 Calhoun , 2007 Furthermore, obvious proponents of "virulent" expressions of national identity (like the FN) are using "unmindful reminders" of nationalism (as well as "mindful" one of course). In contemporary western societies, more overt racism and radicalism may well add significations to how banal or marginal such expressions will be presented and considered by the general public. According to Billig, an important element for such a distinction in public opinion is the frequency (in the case of "hot" nationalists) or the rarity (in the case of "banal" nationalists) of openly nationalist statements that defines their banality. But repeated claims from marginal nationalist discourses can be seen as a attempt at challenging the hegemonic form, and may be perceived as "hot" because promoting a competing nationalism, which is not necessarily "hotter". When analysing their imaginaries, both discourses should provide with similar grids of signification. For the formal distinction to be efficient though, and the possibility for "central" nationalism to present itself as (partly) banal, the nation-states have to be previously "established", -this procedural aspect usually lacking in nation-state ideology. 9 More precisely, it is not nationalism that separates mainstream politicians from their extreme counterparts; on the contrary, they are fostering the same discursive formation with a priori competing discourses. As a consequence, related discursive practices which may mobilise for similar ideals, may also signify different social processes, or in fact different social realities (or potential situations). 10 To put it in Foucauldian terms, they are competing, sometimes contradictory discourses from the same discursive formation (or "meta-discourse", "grand narrative") of nationalism (Foucault, 1989:41) . It could then be considered that the lowest common denominator of nationalism is a certain discursive pattern, which could be summarised in signification as the recurrent worldview, the everyday mapping of the world, the boundary between "home" and abroad, the colours of the national football team, etc. In short, banal is the daily affirmation that we live in a nation (Billig 1995; Calhoun, 1997; Özkirimli 2000). So when Sarkozy states in a campaign video that "we have forgotten to speak about France" (2007c), the statement appears to be utterly false in this regard -some passages in Brown's speeches also suggest a lack of national identity (e.g. we should not let Britishness "leave a hole"; see
Brown 2006).
Nationalism as a discursive formation therefore involves a variety of discourses and statements that can appear on different discursive levels as competing or contradictory. 11 In this perspective, the significations may themselves be ambiguous. The different levels of discourse may also come to compete between themselves, hence providing us with different statements. A speech in itself can be considered as a statement and the signification it bears will interact with the various significations from the lower level statements (a word, a sentence, a group of sentences) to the higher (the text, the group of texts, etc.), confirming or shifting for instance the signification 
Contextual Components Language and Policies as Meta-Discourses
The relationship between political discourse and policies is not necessarily essential, but the policies often come as discursive elements that provide additional support to a discourse. In France, the national theme was notably brought to the fore in the 2007 presidential campaign by Sarkozy's manifesto of which one of the fifteen paragraphs was devoted to French national identity: "Let's be proud to be French" (Sarkozy 2007b:15) . 12 He further sparked a controversy when he announced on the 8 th of March 2007 in an interview on the French public television network (France 2) his project for the creation of a "ministry of immigration and national identity" (sic). 13 The relationship between immigration and national identity was already present in some of his previous political "achievements". 14 there was no "immigration policy" prior to his, but rather that it was kept quiet, and hence banal (and seldom being given media coverage). The case of illegal immigrants is particularly significant as the eviction of illegal immigrants was practiced long before Sarkozy took office. But one of the particularities of Sarkozy's discourse is that it introduced the issue of illegal immigration as an element in a wider rationale on national identity and provided it with a name, and more precisely an aim (see e.g. 2006b): part of the competences of the aforementioned new ministry is the eviction of a given number of illegal immigrants per year (the objective for 2007 was 25,000 evictions). 16 As a discursive element, its signification is particularly strong as it is presented as a natural consequence of the preceding discourse. Additionally, the novelty aspect (which is a recurring element in political discourse) is also very significant as it opens up spaces for "missing" elements. the Scottish parliament, the SNP. These "secessionist forces" as Brown calls them (himself being Scottish and in an awkward position) are portrayed as one major justification why "we need a United Kingdom" (which is the title of the article from which the following quote is taken):
"Perhaps in the past we could get by with a Britishness that was assumed without being explicitly stated. But when our country is being challenged in Scotland, Wales and now England by secessionists, it is right to be explicit about what we, the British people, share in common and the patriotic vision for our country's future." (2007) Also, although perhaps to a lesser extent spectacular in electoral terms, the successes in local elections for instance of the BNP renders the whole equation even more intricate (see Renton 2003) . 18 One of the significations of nationalism in relation with the state, and consequently with political actors, pointed out by John Breuilly in Nationalism and the State, is the inherent ambivalence of the signification of state nationalism. The nation, he writes, is portrayed:
"at one moment as a cultural community and at another as a political community whilst insisting that in an ideal state the national community will not be 'split' into cultural and political spheres. The nationalist can exploit this perpetual ambiguity. National independence can be portrayed as the freedom of the citizens who make up the (political) nation or as the freedom of the collectivity which makes up the (cultural) nation." (Breuilly 1982:348) The signification of the nation is consequently neither a cultural community nor a political community. It is not a combination of two possible significations, it is essentially ambivalent: the signification associates in a continuum the cultural and the political references with each other. 19 Although Breuilly suggests that there is some arbitrariness in the way the "identity of the nation" is conveyed (ibid.), political actors which promote a common identity can have a major impact on public opinion and consequently influence popular opinions in a certain way. Billig underlines that the familiarity of public figures proves to be more significant than their popularity, particularly through the mediation by mass media communications (1995:96). In fact, however unpopular they may appear after more or less one year in office, both Brown and Sarkozy can be considered precisely as familiar figures for the respective British and French public audiences. 20 They not only hold the top rungs on the British and the French political ladders, but as it has been mentioned before, they have also held major offices in the directly preceding governments. Also, instead of trying to measure the impact of Brown and Sarkozy at the present time (which would certainly prove to be a vain task), we will rather assume that their discourses have a potential impact as they are also representative of generally shared discourses amongst their political partners. 21 An important and final aspect is the fact that holders of the British premiership and of the French presidency represent the official position of the state. As such, they can provide symbolic or even rational support for certain ideologies and public opinions (ibid.).
Interweaving Discourses: The (necessary) References to the Far Right
One of the common features of the two actors' discourses is the reference to the farright political parties. Brown refers to the BNP in order to assert that patriotism is not a value that should be left for the extremists to thrive on, but needs to be "tak[en] back from the BNP" (2007):
" […] let us remember that when people on the centre-left recoiled from national symbols, the BNP tried to steal the Union Jack. Instead of the BNP using it as a symbol of racial division, the flag should be a symbol of unity, part of a modern expression of patriotism. So we should respond to the BNP by saying the union flag is a flag for Britain, not for the BNP; all the United Kingdom should honour it, not ignore it; we should assert that the union flag is, by definition, a flag of tolerance and inclusion." (2006) On the other hand, Sarkozy's formal references to the FN, and particularly its leader Jean-Marie Le Pen, are again much more ambivalent than Brown's mild tone. On several occasions, when asked to respond to criticisms suggesting that he was directly referring to the programme of the FN (particularly concerning catchphrases similar to "love or leave France" Opposing the common sense nationalism to "hot" nationalism, like the opposition between Labour's patriotism and the BNP's promotion of the national issue, is partly the means through which banal nationalism has been described as such. 23 As much as these 'manoeuvres' appear to be commonplace, it could also be argued that the rhetoric itself is by some means taking over or emulating far-right devices of rhetoric.
The exclusionary position of the "champion" of the national ideal is traditionally related to openly nationalist discourses, which the far-right is believed to be representative of.
One particular example is the reversing of prejudices and presenting the commonplace associations as a prejudice against "us" (Amossy 1995). Additionally, the use of understatements as considered by French historian, Gerard Noiriel, is a typical mark of Le Pen's rhetoric. Noiriel has pointed out the recurrent use of "small phrases" by Sarkozy, which create ambiguities that allow the audience (and the media) to fill the gap with what is considered suitable. 25 It is precisely the sort of loose rhetoric adopted by farright parties to appear less "nationalist" and less "extreme" (Amossy 1995, Noiriel 2008).
Although it is not the aim here to assess the extent to which far-right rhetoric devices are suggested by Breuilly and in connection with Calhoun's critical analysis of the civic/ethnic categories the cultural and the political elements are interrelated. 27 It implies that it is more in terms of focus on the components rather than on these components themselves that Brown's and Sarkozy's nationalisms should be assessed (Calhoun, 1997).
What it also implies is that there are nuances in both actors' discourses, especially when political significations are evoked (evoking citizenship for instance instead of national identity). But these may become themselves ambiguous when used instead of or along with cultural significations.
In this regard, Brown's use of the terms is particularly representative as he constantly juggles between terms referring to 'nationality' with others referring to 'citizenship', consequently conditioning at times one to the other. Generally focusing on British citizenship, it is often equated with the national identity, emphasizing:
"[…] a Britishness which welcomes differences, but which is not so loose, so nebulous that it is simply defined as the toleration of difference and leaves a hole where national identity should be." (2006) This provides a very good example of the ambiguity of the nationalist discourse in relation to Breuilly's analysis, showing that this discourse is indeed nuanced, but that it also confirms the shift from a "loose" British citizenship (the failing balance between multiculturalism and cohesion) to a more cohesive approach. As we have seen before, similar passages can be found in Sarkozy's discourse, providing more traditional nuances and typical nationalist ambiguities in terms of discursive significations. Nevertheless, these can sometimes, although not systematically, present a tendency towards more borrowing of far-right rhetoric devices by the mainstream political discourse, the farright was already undergoing a process, or had already completed the process, of making its discourse appear more acceptable: by turning round anti-racist rhetoric it attempted to make itself be perceived as a victim of discrimination. 30 Lentin's account of these studies suggests that these cross-cutting discourses made the formation of a new, "cultural" racism possible:
"The idea that the culturally-relativist approach to the fight against racism has contributed to the rise in acceptability of the discourse of the far-right originates with the idea of a new, cultural racism. The 'new racism' is epitomized by the idea that cultures should be seen as separate but equal. The translation of this in far-right, nationalist rhetoric is that each culture deserves its own homeland where its members can live undisturbed by others. Publicly, proponents of this view claim that just like Europeans, immigrants too would be happier 'at home', in their 'natural surroundings.'" (Lentin 2005) It is possible to see the shift from universal values (considered as "civic") to particularistic accounts and justifications, which sometimes fit the model of cultural racism described above. If we accept Lentin's presentation, the common feature between far-right discourse on culture and the mainstream discourse illustrated by Brown and Sarkozy appears in the non-relational conception of cultural encounters. 31 Cultures have
incompatible and yet essential distinctive features, which make their encounters and a national cohesion in multicultural societies an issue for the survival of their believed cultural integrity.
But it also brings forth the point, at first more obvious in Sarkozy's discourse, that newcomers and minority groups are asked to leave aside their "stories" by adopting the state-promoted "official" line in order to successfully integrate (this would obviously be excluded in far-right considerations). Contrary to far-right public discourse as Lentin describes it, mainstream actors seem to promote cultural prerequisites necessary for belonging (even politically) to "the nation". It is the presupposed (i.e. signified) cultural superiority that connects their discourses to the ideology of cultural racism, or racism in general. 32 The cause for this difference in public promotion may come from the existing and traditional acceptability and banality of mainstream political actors. These elements of cultural racism are indeed part of a larger public discourse, the significations of which, similarly to that of 'nation', are nuanced, shifting, ambiguous and even contradictory. 
Conclusion: The Endurance of Nationalism
A wider and deeper inquiry into the evolution of political discourses would probably better show the dynamic relationships between the various political formations. But with the elements presented in this paper, it is noteworthy to correlate the process of acceptability operated by far-right parties with the more general "revival" of nationalism in political discourses across the political spectrum.
The success of conservative parties may thus be seen in a wider perspective: it is not essentially linked to the fact that they are conservative, but rather that the defence of As I have argued in the paper, the "rampant nationalism" Panić refers to is not only a peripheral phenomenon and the question should consequently be reformulated.
Mainstream nationalism in its banal form found in Brown's or Sarkozy's discourse provides imaginings nearly as "limited" as those that Anderson refers to in the opening questions in his inquiry into the roots of nationalism (1991:7). Consequently, it does not matter here whether a political unit is small or large, but whether societies and polities can be imagined across rather than along "lines of difference" (Calhoun 1994:329).
In a context of cultural plurality and hybridity, it is questionable whether the promotion of homogenising and hegemonic imaginaries -like nationalism -is a way to improve our actual heterogeneous coexistence (which will probably rise, as among others, the dramatic question of climate refugees indicates). New or rather different imaginings would consequently seem to be necessary in a world where individual or group cultures, "official" or unrepresented ones, mingle, connect and encounter each other.
The present study has pointed out the rather limited imagination of the British 35 Ironically, Anthony Giddens has suggested they nations are "shell institutions" which means they "have become inadequate to the tasks they are called to perform. " (2003:19) . Although not mentioned in the paper, the democratic aspect of nation-states should be brought in a further reflection on the matter.
